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SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW UNDER §713.04 

Sir: 

In accordance with §713.04 of the MPEP, it is respectfully 
requested that the following written statement as to the substance of a telephone 
interview for the above-referenced patent application be made of record. 
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1. An Applicant initiated telephone interview occurred on July 11, 2003 for the 
above-referenced application. 

2. The participants for said telephone interview were Jeffery Brier, Patent 
Examiner, James Anglehart, Agent of Record, and Alexandra Daoud, Agent in 
training. 

3. No exhibits or demonstrations were shown during the interview. 

4. The only claim discussed was claim 1- 

5. The proposed amendments discussed were those filed in a response of IVlay 
1 3, 2003 by the Applicant and not entered. 

6. The first issue discussed was the amendment at page 8 submitted in the 
response of May 13, 2003 and the Examiner's rejection based on the 
introduction of new matter under 35 USC §1 32. 

7. The applicant presented arguments as to the amendm'ent at page 8 not 
constituting new subject matter based on application 09/526,440 incorporated by 
reference in the originally filed application and more specifically, figure 4 of the 
'440 application. 

8. The Examiner agreed to review the incorporation by reference to determine if 
the amendment at page 8 violated 35 USC §132. 

9. The second issue discussed was the obviousness rejection of claim 1 based 
on Ranganathan, 
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10. The Applicant presented arguments as to what is meant in Ranganathan by 
"additional logic" and discussed exhibit A submitted with the response of IVlay 13, 
2003. 

11. The Examiner rejected the Applicant's arguments for issue 2 and maintained 
the 103 rejection of the claim. 

12. It was agreed between the parties involved that an Appeal Brief would be 
filed with the complete arguments. 

13. The Examiner left a phone message to Mr. Angiehart on July 15, 2003 
stating that he would maintain the rejection of the amendment at page 8 since 

figure 4 of the '440 application did not appear to teach both blend ingjgjjjj RECEIVED 
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Respectfully submitted 
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